LOUISIANA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION
DOCKET NO. R-31106

LOUISIANA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION,
EX PARTE
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In re: Rulemaking to study the possible development of financial incentives for thé?;ron"i‘&tion
of energy efficiency by jurisdictional electric and natural gas utilities

COMMENTS OF LPSC STAFF

The Staff of the Louisiana Public Service Commission (“LPSC” or “Commission”)

(hereinafter “Staff”) respectfully submits these comments in accordance with the schedule set
forth in § IX (7) of the Energy Efficiency (“EE”) Rules found in the LPSC General Order dated
September 20, 2013 (“EE Rules”). These comments specifically address the Plan Year 1
(“PY1”) Annual Quick Start Energy Efficiency Program Reports (“annual reports”) filed on
behalf of Entergy Gulf States Louisiana, LLC (“EGSL”), Entergy Louisiana, LLC (“ELL”)
(collectively "Entergy" or "the Entergy Companies"'), Cleco Power LLC (“Cleco”), and
Southwestern Electric Power Company (“SWEPCO”), which reports were submitted by each
utility on March 1, 2016.2 In accordance with § VII of the EE Rules, Staff performed a limited
review of the annual reports to ensure compliance with the rules. Based on this review, Staff
concludes that the annual reports reasonably comply with the Commission's guidelines, and
makes a few recommendations for the PY2 annual reports, as further explained herein. Staff

reserves its right to supplement or modify these comments as necessary.

BACKGROUND
This docket was initiated in August 2009 to determine whether or not an energy
efficiency ("EE") requirement for electric and natural gas utilities subject to the jurisdiction of

the Louisiana Public Service Commission ("LPSC" or "the Commission") was in the public

! For purposes of this report, Staff will employ the acronym EGSL for Entergy Gulf States Louisiana and ELL for

Entergy Louisiana. Also, although the two Entergy Companies were combined into a single company effective
October 1, 2015, the Quick Start program began prior to the business combination of the two companies, and
therefore, budgets, costs, results, and reporting have been and will continue to be provided separately for the two
companies throughout the conclusion of the Quick Start phase.

For purposes of this report, “Companies” or “Utilities” refers to all four of the Louisiana jurisdictional investor-
owned electric utilities.



interest. With the assistance of parties participating in this rulemaking, Staff developed a set of
EE rules appropriate for LPSC-jurisdictional utilities that were approved by the Commission on
September 20, 2013. The resulting EE rules include a phased implementation approach. The
first is a "Quick Start" phase, in which the utilities have been actively implementing an initial set
of EE programs, and the second is a collaborative phase intended to result in long-term rules that
would ultimately be used to implement a comprehensive set of programs, should the
Commission approve such programs. The Commission's goal in implementing the Quick Start
process was to encourage utility companies and their customers to make efficient use of energy
and thereby realize bill savings by introducing an initial set of energy efficiency programs that
could be designed and implemented quickly and economically. The rules require each of the
utilities' Quick Start EE portfolios to include programs that strike the appropriate balance
between producing net quantifiable benefits and developing the energy efficiency infrastructure
in Louisiana that would promote energy efficiency over the long-term.

After the Commission approved the EE Order in September 2013, the Companies began
working to design EE programs that would meet the Commission’s goals and requirements. The
Companies made EE Quick Start Plan and EE Cost Rate Rider filings between June and July of
2014, which discussed the type of EE programs that each intended to implement, the budgets that
would be spent, the energy savings benefits expected, and the rates and costs that would be
recovered. Updates were filed by each Company up to the start of implementation. Also,
detailed Evaluation, Measurement, and Verification (“EM&V”) plans were filed in September
2014. Implementation of Quick Start plans was originally set to begin October 1, 2014;
however, a one month delay was approved at Staff’s request in order to allow time to review all
required information, including detailed EM&YV plans, and the Companies’ Lost Contribution to
Fixed Cost (“LCFC”) calculation formula proposal. On October 9, 2014, Staff filed its Notice of
Completion of its Review, and established that the start date for implementation would be
November 1, 2014.

Over the course of PY1, the participating utilities have been implementing various EE
programs directed towards all retail classes, including residential, commercial and industrial
customers. With the completion of PY1 on October 31, 2015, the participating utilities have

filed detailed annual reports, which provide information that describe the programs implemented



and results achieved, and comprehensively discuss such things as participation and training,
staffing levels, marketing efforts, survey results, best practices, EM&V results, recommendations
for improvements, and planned or proposed changes to programs and budgets for PY2. Specific
requirements for the annual report filings are set forth in § X of the EE Rules, and include:

e Annual energy savings (in MWh) for electric utilities.
e Lifetime savings (in MWh) for electric utilities.
e Annual load reduction (in kW) for electric utilities.

e Annual program cost, broken out by (a) administration and planning, (b) promotion and
advertising, (c) customer incentives, (d) delivery and vendors, (e) participant
contributions, and (f) monitoring and verification.

e Annual and cumulative present value of benefits, annual and cumulative present value of
costs, annual and cumulative present value of net benefits, and benefit cost ratios, using
at least the Total Resource Cost test and the Utility Cost test.

e Program participation rates. Participation can be defined in terms of households served,
businesses served, measures installed, or other unit that is appropriate for the nature of
the program.

e Implementation issues, such as barriers against increased participation.
¢ Recommendations to improve the programs.

e Efforts by the utility to staff and train employees regarding the development and
implementation of EE programs and infrastructure (such as the development of trade
allies in the utilities' regions).

In addition, § X requires that each annual report include comparisons of the information
above with the same information from the Quick Start plan projections that were made prior to
when implementation first began. Furthermore, § X also requires utilities to provide a detailed
explanation of each EM&V evaluation used for each EE program as well as all assumptions,
work papers, supporting documentation, and spreadsheets used in the EM&V calculations.

In addition to the annual reports, each Company filed revised rate riders at the end of PY1
pursuant to requirements in the EE Order at § IX (6), in which the Companies determined
whether revenues collected matched costs incurred, including the LCFC costs, and developed

new rates based on budget projections that had been filed prior to the start of the Quick Start EE



programs in 2014. The new rates include a true-up of the over or under-collected costs that had

occurred in PY1.

REVIEW OF ANNUAL REPORTS
The Companies were guided by the fact that § V of the rules allows the use of third party
administrators (“TPA”) and third party evaluators (“TPE”). The rules state:

Utilities may hire one or more independent third party administrators and/or
contractors as appropriate to handle administration of the quick start energy
efficiency programs and conduct their EM&V studies. While the Commission
does not mandate that third party contractors must be hired, doing so could help
ensure that the studies are unbiased and conform to industry best practices.
Several utilities could even collaborate to hire a single contractor, or set of
contractors, to promote statewide consistency and administrative efficiency.
(Footnote omitted)

For the Quick Start Program, the Companies all hired the same TPA, CLEAResult, and
the same TPE, ADM Associates, Inc. CLEAResult is headquartered in Austin, Texas, and has
offices in more than 80 cities in the U.S. and Canada. CLEAResult’s website indicates that it
designs, markets and implements energy efficiency programs around the world. ADM
Associates, Inc.’s main office is in Sacramento California, and it states that it has provided
energy efficiency program evaluation services and conducts research for utilities and other
clients across North America. ADM Associates, Inc.’s website states that it offers evaluation
expertise in establishing evaluation frameworks and guidelines, developing evaluation plans,
establishing M&V and due diligence procedures for implementers, reviewing tracking systems,
program theories, and brogram communications, conducting evaluations of pfogram impacts,
and reporting evaluation status and results. The use of the same TPA and TPE by each utility for
the Quick Start program has provided value in that similar programs were developed for each of
the utilities in Louisiana, and information and best practices have been shared between the
utilities. Use of the same TPA and TPE has also provided value in that the utilities were able to
provide uniform annual reports that contained similar kinds of information, which made review
of their annual reports easier. A further useful feature of the TPA’s and TPE’s collaboration
with the utilities is that all of the utilities used similar software tools. For example, participating

contractors in each of the Companies’ programs utilized a tablet-based software program that



CLEAResult developed named Open to verify customer eligibility, track project installations,
help with walkthrough energy efficiency assessments, and submit incentive paperwork.3 In
addition, all of the Companies used a standardized reporting software package for reporting
results of their PY1 results. This software is known as the Arkansas Public Service Commission
Standardized Annual Report Packet (“SARP”), and again, its use made Staff’s evaluation of each
of the Companies’ reports easier to perform. Staff recommends that use of the SARP system
should be continued for use in future annual reports.

Each of the Companies had similar programs in their portfolios of EE programs, yet the
details associated with the programs differed, in some cases greatly. The following are the lists

of programs that each company offered during PY1:

Cleco SWEPCO ELL & EGSL
Residential Solutions Residential Solutions Residential Solutions
Residential Appl Recycling Income Qualified Lighting and Appliances
Small Business Direct Install Residential Programs Income Qualified
Schools/Cities Small Business Direct CoolSaver AC and HVAC
Commercial and Industrial Large Comm Solutions Small Business

Large C&I

Commercial Market Dev

Residential Market Dev

The participating utilities discussed these programs in detail in their annual reports, and
Staff provided summaries of these programs in the last set of comments it filed in July and
August 2014. Each of the annual reports included a narrative overview discussing the programs,
activities performed, kWh savings, participation rates, staffing levels, énd training. Also
included in the reports were marketing materials that were created in connection with the
programs, a detailed report written by the TPE covering the EM&V process and results, and

marketing materials that were used to promote the programs to customers. As mentioned, a

3 The Annual Reports noted there were a few issues with the software, and the TPE made recommendations that
would help improve the software for future use. Also, though it was not explained why, it appears that contractors
in SWEPCO'’s service territory experienced greater problems using the software for residential programs than
contractors in the other service territories, and ultimately the SWEPCO contractors discontinued using the
software and relied on worksheets that they were provided. SWEPCO’s annual report mentioned that the software
is being examined for possible modification in the forthcoming year.



standardized spreadsheet (SARP workbook) was supplied by each company, containing details
concerning the program budget, costs, savings and cost-benefit analysis.

The reports note that during the course of PY1, customer awareness of the EE programs
increased due to outreach efforts including the use of a program website and marketing
materials. Some programs ramped up very quickly, in fact. For example, Entergy noted that the
energy assessments and direct-install measures in its Residential Solutions program reached its
budget allocation maximum limits very early in the program year (March 2015), and had to be
discontinued. The other utilities reported similar results with their energy assessments.

Contractors were used as the primary method of delivering services to customers, and
participating contractors were trained and developed throughout the service area. Contractors
were trained to Building Performance Institute (“BPI”) standards, and to provide services,
contractors had to hold certifications such as BPI accreditation. Cleco particularly noted that its
program was successful in encouraging contractors who normally worked in the larger
metropolitan areas to offer EE services to the smaller, more rural communities that are prevalent
in Cleco’s service territory. Contractors in Louisiana experienced positive employment impacts
as a result of the Quick Start program. Based on contractor interviews that it conducted, the TPE

noted the following in each of the Companies’ annual reports:

In addition to changes in the services provided, two respondents said that
participation in the program has led them to increase their staffing by two fo
three full-time employees. Two other trade allies reported that to meet the needs
to deliver the program services, they have hired between 10 and 12 full-time
employees. One of these respondents also indicated that their firm opened a new
office location in Louisiana. :

In addition to residential programs, all of the participating utilities offered small business
programs (less than 100 kW), and Entergy and SWEPCO offered large commercial and
industrial customer EE programs (over 100 kW). These programs were designed to help
customers overcome the barrier of paying initial “first” costs to implement energy efficiency
measures, and helped promote awareness of energy savings benefits. In some of the programs,
incentive funds were reserved early in the PY1, and customers had to be placed in a queue for
PY2 funds. Entergy’s annual report included case studies that were developed to broaden market

acceptance and to increase understanding of program offerings. In the case of its large



commercial and industrial program, SWEPCO stated that one means of promoting the program
was through use of its customer service representatives to reach out to its customers, which had
the added benefit of helping to develop closer relationships with customers, and led to greater
levels of customer satisfaction. In fact, surveys were conducted of customers in all of the
participating utilities’ programs, which found the EE programs led to enhanced customer
satisfaction due to the interaction with the utilities, their contractors and consultants.

The detailed reports that the TPE included in each of the participating utilities’
annual reports discussed the Companies’ EE programs, and the EM&V process that the TPE
performed. The TPE’s report provided program descriptions, summaries of the EE
measures and expected savings prior to the start of PY1, savings and calculations
methodologies, energy and demand savings that the TPE verified occurred, reviews of
program processes, results of interviews conducted, including staff, contractors, and
customers, and recommendations for improvements that the TPE identified.

In the Executive Summary for EGSL, as an example, the TPE stated that the goals of
the EM&YV effort for PY1 were as follows: '

e For prescriptive measures, verify that savings are being calculated according to the

appropriate Arkansas TRM V3.0 guidelines, adapted for Louisiana weather.

e For custom measures, this effort comprises the calculation of savings according to
accepted protocols (such as International Performance Measurement and Verification
Protocol, “IPMVP”). This is to ensure that custom measures are cost effective and
provide reliable savings.

e Conduct process evaluation of all EGSL programs and of the portfolio overall. This is to
provide a comprehensive review of program operations, marketing and outreach, quality
control procedures, and program successes relative to goals. From this, the Evaluators
are to provide program and portfolio-level recommendations for EGSL. Process
evaluation activities include interviews of key program actors, surveys of participants
and non-participants, literature reviews and best-practices assessments, and
documentation of program activities, successes, and shortcomings.

It should be noted that during the course of PY1, and for PY2, the Companies made
changes to some of the programs. For example, each Company’s Residential Solutions program

offered customers cash incentives to have a trade ally conduct an energy efficiency survey at

their homes. During the visit, the trade ally would both offer to install a limited number of



energy efficiency measures while on-site, such as high efficiency compact fluorescent bulbs
(“CFL”), and identify other projects that could be performed at discounted prices that would lead
to energy savings in the homes. Additional incentives would then become available for those
projects, such as ceiling insulation, duct sealing, and air infiltration reduction.

During the course of PY1, changes were made to the Quick Start programs to improve
the results that could be achieved. For example, all three companies discontinued offering cash
incentives to perform on-site energy efficiency surveys. They believed that even without the
incentives, sufficient numbers of customers would still request the TPA to perform energy
efficiency surveys. As a result, the money saved from those incentives was redirected to be
spent on other energy efficiency measures, without a concern that the outcome of the Residential
Solutions program would be affected. Another example of a change that was made to improve
results is a decision that Cleco made. It was the only company to offer an appliance recycling
program, however, the program produced disappointing results, and Cleco’s trade ally, Jaco
Environmental, suffered financial hardship during PY1. As a result, Cleco decided to
discontinue that program and re-direct its budget to other energy efficiency measures. The TPA
and TPE identified other recommendations for improvements that Staff believes should be given
serious consideration as PY2 progresses, and the utilities should make every effort to adopt the

recommendations they believe will improve the performance of their EE programs.

EE PROGRAM RESULTS

Appendix 1 contains a table that was developed from information included in each of
the Company’s PY1 Annual Reports, which compares the performance of each Company’s
EE progiams based on the TPE’s measurement and verification activities. The table
compares budgeted and realized (actually incurred) program results between the Companies,
including utility implementation costs, energy savings, and peak demand savings. In
addition, the column “kWh per $ saved” is a metric Staff included to compare how
successful the programs were at producing energy savings based on the budget spent to
implement the programs. This calculation was performed based on both budgeted projected
results, and actual achieved results determined for PY1. The greater the value, the more

effective the program was at turning costs into energy savings.



For purposes of creating a more concise table, all residential customer programs were
grouped together and reported as Residential Programs. The data in each of the “budget”
columns came from original budget estimates that the Companies’ filed with the
Commission prior to the start of PY1. The “realized” columns contain results that the TPE
verified had occurred during the course of PY1.

Program cost budgets were established prior to the start of PY1. The Utility Cost
budget incorporated all categories of costs required to implement the programs, including
administrative and planning, promotion and advertising, delivery and vendors, EM&V, and
incentives. Incentive payments made up approximately 40 — 50% of all costs spent
implementing the programs. As the results in the table indicate, the Companies managed
their programs either within, or very close to the initial cost budgets that were established
prior to the start of PY1l. SWEPCO'’s actual implementation budget ($1,995 M), slightly
exceeded its PY1 implementation budget ($1,925 M), yet it remained well under .50% of its
2012 retail revenues. In fact, SWEPCO’s actual implementation cost was just .41% of its
2012 retail revenues of $481.555 million.* '

The Commission’s EE Order permitted the Companies to recover costs incurred in
operating their EE programs through EE Riders that were established prior to the start of
PY1. In addition to being able to recover implementation costs (administrative and
planning, promotion and advertising, delivery and vendors, EM&YV, and incentives), subject
to the expenditure cap, the Companies were also allowed to recover lost revenues, also
known as lost contribution to fixed costs (“LCFC”) as part of their EE riders.” The
mechanism used to determine LCFC was contained in a joint filing that the parties made
July 14, 2014, prior to the start of the Quick Start program. The Commission’s EE Order
allows the Companies to revise their EE Riders at the end of the plan year, to be in effect for
the next year, which the Companies have all done in filings they made to the Commission in

February 2016. The Rider adjustment for PY2 accounts for any under-recovered or over-

4 Note that § VI. of the Commission’s EE Order imposes a requirement that the utilities not spend more than
.50% of their 2012 retail revenues on implementation costs.

5 At the time the Quick Start rule was developed, the Companies were concerned about the decrease in revenue that
would result from implementing EE programs, due to the decrease in energy consumption that EE programs cause.
The Companies were concerned that this reduction in revenues would make it harder for them to meet their fixed
cost obligations. In order to alleviate these concerns, the Commission allowed the Companies to recover lost
revenues.



recovered costs (both implementation costs and LCFC costs) from PY1 and trues-up those
costs to be recovered in the rate charged during PY2. The Companies’ derived their new
PY?2 riders based on PY2 implementation budgets that they had projected and filed with the
Commission prior to the start of the EE programs in November 2014 (i.e. prior to PY1).

It is important to note that in accordance with § VIII of the Commission’s EE Rules,
at the end of the Quick Start Process Staff will conduct a review and audit of all of the costs
that have been recovered, both implementation costs and LCFC, to determine whether costs
passed and rates charged through the EE Rider were reasonable and prudent, and appropriate
for recovery in the EE Rider mechanism consistent with these rules. Staff reminds the
Companies that § VIII places the burden of proof on the utility to show that the costs passed
through its EE Rate Rider were prudently incurred, and were eligible for recovery through the
EE Rate Rider. It also requires that each utility maintain the records to support its costs and
rates, which at a minimum, include the implementation costs, the derivation of the LCFC costs,
and the rate computation. Additional discussion of LCFC costs will be provided below after a
review of the energy and peak demand savings results that occurred in PY1.

Along with program cost budgets, energy and peak demand projections were
developed and reported in each of the Companies’ Program Plan reports that were filed prior
to the start of the Quick Start program in PY1. The energy and peak demand savings
represent the amount of savings benefits that the Companies expected to achieve as a result
of the energy efficiency measures implemented in the programs. One of the primary
responsibilities of the TPE is to verify that the savings the Companies derived were
accurate. This is important because cost effectiveness of the programs is based on the
verified energy savings, and LCFC cost recovery is also based on the verified energy
savings. It is considered a positive aspect of the program if the verified actual energy
savings turned out to be higher than were projected prior to the start of the program,
particularly if the Companies were able to manage their programs within or close to the cost
budget they established prior to the start of PY1, which the table in Appendix 1 indeed
shows that occurred. It goes hand-in-hand that with greater energy savings and more cost
effective programs, the Companies will incur greater lost revenues, and therefore, additional

amounts will be recovered for LCFC.
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As the results in the table in Appendix 1 indicate, the Companies all realized greater
energy savings than they had projected prior to the start of implementation of the programs.
SWEPCO and Entergy exceeded their projections for their entire portfolios of EE programs
by between 13 and 18%, and Cleco exceeded its target for its entire portfolio by 35%. It is
not entirely clear why Cleco’s energy savings results were so high compared to its targets,
relative to the other Companies, but it could be surmised that there could have been
differences in the programs offered, contractor training, incentives offered, marketing
efforts, etc, that could have accounted for the differences in the energy savings results. Staff
recommends that Cleco and the TPE review these results once again to ensure they are
reasonable and accurate. Furthermore, in future annual reports, Staff recommends that since
the same TPA and TPE are operating and evaluating the programs for each Company, a
greater level of emphasis should be placed on examining and explaining this kind of
difference in results between the Companies. This could ultimately lead to a greater use of
best practices to improve the EE programs.

- The peak savings results in table 1 indicate that none of the Companies realized the
level of peak demand savings that they had projected prior to the start of the Quick Start
program. Staff recommends that additional evaluation should be performed by the utilities
to determine why all of the portfolios exceeded energy savings targets while falling below
peak demand savings targets. Again, Staff believes this could result in useful information
that the utilities could rely on to improve the EE programs.

The first year kWh saved per $ spent metric in table 1 provides an indication of the
amount of energy savings, either projected or actually achieved, for every dollar spent on-
the various programs. The results, including both budgeted and realized results, range from
about 2.8 kWh to 6.0 kWh per dollar spent.® All of the companies achieved greater levels of
actual energy savings than targeted at the start of the program. Even with LCFC included in
the calculation, the actual energy savings per dollar spent still exceeded the projected
results. It appears that Cleco achieved the greatest amounts of energy savings for each
dollar spent, followed by the Entergy companies, and then SWEPCO. Staff recommends

that this metric be considered further by the Companies and their contractors to determine if

8 It should be clear that this metric only accounts for energy savings that have been verified in the first year. In other
words, while one-time costs were spent during PY1, energy savings are expected to continue in future years.
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any best practice improvements can be made to the EE programs for the remaining program
years.

As mentioned previously, the actual verified energy savings have increased for each
company compared to the projections performed prior to PY1. As such, the LCFC cost
recovery will also be greater than originally projected. The table in Appendix 1 compares
the budget to actual LCFC costs. Since Cleco had the greatest increase in the amount of
energy savings compared to budget, its LCFC cost increased the most compared to the other
companies. Also, since each Company achieved greater actual energy savings than
originally budgeted, and since each Company spent close to what had been budgeted to
implement their programs, the Companies were able to achieve even better TRC cost
effectiveness results than had been projected prior to the start of PY1. Appendix 2 below
compares each Company’s actual realized TRC results to budgeted results that were filed

with the Commission prior to PY1.

CONCLUSIONS

Based on the limited review conducted, Staff believes the Companies have reasonably
complied with the Commission's guidelines for implementing EE programs, and have satisfied
the Commission’s requirements for providing information as part of their annual report filings.
Staff understands that the Companies have already begun implementing their EE programs for
PY?2, though Staff requests that the Companies carefully review Staff’s recommendations found
in these comments for possible improvements that could be made as the Companies continue

implementing their programs.
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Appendix 2

PY1 TRC RESULTS

November 1, 2014 - October 31, 2015

LCIeco

Residential Programs®
Small Business Direct Install
Schools/Cities

Commercial and Industrial

Total

| swepco

Residential Programs
Small Business Direct Install
Large Commercial Solutions

Total

EGSL

Residential Programs
Small Business
Large C&lI

Total

ELL

Residential Programs
Small Business

Large C&l

Total

Notes:

TRC TRC
Budget Realized
1.09 1.78
1.36 1.64
1.08 1.53
1.31 1.81
1.15 1.76
1.45 1.99
1.60 2.18
1.55 1.80
1.51 1.96
1.32 1.53
1.22 1.95
1.22 2.25
1.20 1.77
1.42 1.75
1.18 1.94
1.22 2.32
1.25 1.93

!Individual residential programs not shown are all grouped
together and called Residential Programs.
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I HEREBY CERTIFY that 4 copy of the above Comments on behalf of the Louisiana
Public Service Commission has been served upon all counsel of record by email this 1% day of
April, 2016. ol

Melanie A. Vériwyvelt




Service List for R-31106
as of 4/1/2016

Commissioners
Clyde C. Holloway, Commissioner
Scott A. Angelle, Commissioner
Foster L. Campbell, Commissioner
Lambert C Boissiere III., Commissioner
Eric Skrmetta, Commissioner

LPSC Staff Counsel
Melanie Verzwyvelt, LPSC Staff Attorney

LPSC Staff
Jessica Kayuha, LPSC Utilities Division

Arnold Chauviere, LPSC Utilities Division
Donnie Marks, LPSC Utilities Division

LPSC Consultant

Phil Hayet

570 Colonial Park Drive

Suite 305

Roswell, GA 30075

Email(s): philhaye@concentric.net
Fax:(770)992-0806; Telephone 1:(770)992-2027;

Intervenor: Alliance for Affordable Energy

Thomas W. Milliner

Anzelmo, Milliner & Burke, LLC

4035 Washington Avenue

New Orleans, LA 70125

Email(s): tommymilliner@all4energy.org

Fax:(504)208-9768; Telephone 1:(504)835-9951;

Atmos Energy Louisiana

J. Kenton Parsons

Roedel, Parsons, Koch, Blache, Balhoff & McCollister

8440 Jefferson Highway, Suite 301
Baton Rouge, LA 70809
Email(s): kparsons@roedelparsons.com

Fax:(225)928-4925; Telephone 1:(225)929-7033;



CenterPoint Energy Resources Corp., D/B/A CenterPoint Arkla; CenterPoint
Entex

Andrew B. Ezell

Ezell Law Firm, LLC

10761 Perkins Road

Suite A

Baton Rouge, LA 70810

Email(s): aezell@ezellfirm.com

Fax:(225)763-2273; Telephone 1:(225)763-2272;

Cleco Power LLC

Jessica Luparello, Attorney

Cleco Power LLC

2030 Donahue Ferry Road

Pineville, LA 71360

Email(s): jessica.luparello@cleco.com
Telephone 1:(318)427-3647;

Paul F. Guarisco

Phelps Dunbar, LLP

II City Plaza, 400 Convention Street, Suite 1100
Baton Rouge, LA 70821-4412

Email(s): paul.guarisco@phelps.com
Fax:(225)381-9197; Telephone 1:(225)376-0241;

Dixie Electric Membership Corporation (DEMCO)

James L. Ellis

Taylor, Porter, Brooks & Phillips, LLP

P. O. Box 2471

Baton Rouge, LA 70821

Email(s): jim.ellis@taylorporter.com
Fax:(225)346-8049; Telephone 1:(225)387-3221;

EnerNOC, Inc.

Suzanne L. Bertin, Director of Regulatory Affairs
4604 Placid P1

Austin, TX 78731

Email(s): sbertin@enernoc.com

Telephone 1:(0)571-8784;

Entergy Louisiana, LL.C (ELL) and Entergy Gulf States Louisiana, LLC
(EGSL)



Entergy Louisiana, LLC (ELL) and Entergy Gulf States Louisiana, LLC
(EGSL)

Jody Montelaro

Entergy Services, Inc.

446 North Blvd.

Mail Unit L-NORT-4E

Baton Rouge, LA 70802

Email(s): jmontel@entergy.com

Telephone 2:(225)381-5749; Telephone 1:(225)381-5865;

Kimberly A. Fontan, Director, Louisiana Regulatory Affairs
Entergy Services, Inc.

4809 Jefferson Hwy.

Mail Unit L-JEF-357

Jefferson, LA 70121

Email(s): kfontan@entergy.com

Fax:(504)840-2681; Telephone 1:(504)840-2528;

Michael J. Plaisance

Entergy Gulf States Louisiana, LLC

639 Loyola Avenue

Mail Unit L-ENT-26E

New Orleans, LA 70113

Email(s): mplaisa@entergy.com
Fax:(504)576-5579; Telephone 1:(504)576-4122;

Walter F. Wolfe III.

Entergy Services, Inc.

639 Loyola Avenue

Mail Unit L-ENT-26-E

New Orleans, LA 70121

Fax:(504)576-5579; Telephone 1:(504)576-4330;

Global Green USA

Linda E. Stone

Global Green

2705 South Broad Street

New Orleans, LA 70125

Email(s): Istone@globalgreen.org
Fax:(504)525-2122; Telephone 1:(504)525-2121;

Ken Smith

Ken Smith

14 Park Drive

Bryant, AR 72022
Telephone 1:(501)653-0753;



Louisiana Association of Community Action Partnerships, Inc.

Jon Phelps, Interim Executive Director

LACAP, Inc.

11637 Industriplex BLVD.

Baton Rouge, LA 70809

Fax:(225)298-3325; Telephone 1:(225)298-3323;

Louisiana Energy Users Group and Boise Packaging & Newsprint, LLC

Carrie Tournillon, Associate

Kean Miller LLP

909 Poydras Street, Suite 3600

New Orleans, LA 70112

Email(s): carrie.tournillon@keanmiller.com
Telephone 1:(504)585-3050;

J. Randy Young

Kean, Miller, Hawthorne, D'Armond, McCowan & Jarman, LLP
P.0.BOX 3513

Baton Rouge, LA 70821

Email(s): Randy.Young@keanmiller.com

Fax:(0)-; Telephone 1:(225)388-9133;

Katherine W. King

Kean, Miller, Hawthorne, D'Armond, McCowan & Jarman, LLP
400 Convention Street, Suite 700

PO Box 3513

Baton Rouge, LA 70821

Email(s): Katherine King@keanmiller.com

Fax:(225)388-9133; Telephone 1:(225)387-0999;

Marathon Petroleum Company LP

John H. Chavanne

Chavanne Enterprises

111 West Main Street, Suite 2B

PO Box 807

New Roads, LA 70760-0807

Email(s): jchav@bellsouth.net
Fax:(225)638-8933; Telephone 1:(225)638-8922;

NRG Energy, Inc.



NRG Energy, Inc.

Gordon D. Polozola, General Counsel-South Central Region
NRG Energy, Inc.

112 Telly Street

New Roads, LA 70760-2521

Email(s): Gordon.Polozola@nrgenergy.com
Fax:(225)618-4370; Telephone 1:(225)618-4084;

Jamie Hurst Watts, Attorney

Long Law Firm, LLP

4041 ESSEN LN STE 500

ONE UNITED PLAZA,

Baton Rouge, LA 70809

Email(s): jhw@longlaw.com
Fax:(225)922-5105; Telephone 1:(225)922-5110;

Sierra Club

Casey Roberts

Sierra Club

85 Second Street

Second Floor

San Francisco, CA 94105

Email(s): casey.roberts@sierraclub.org
Fax:(415)977-5793; Telephone 1:(415)977-5710;

Joshua Smith, Staff Attorney

Sierra Club

85 Second Street, 2nd Floor

San Francisco, CA 94105

Email(s): joshua.smith@sierraclub.org
Fax:(415)977-5793; Telephone 1:(415)977-5560;

Southeast Energy Efficiency Alliance, D/B/A SEEA

Jenah Zweig, Policy Director
Southeast Energy Efficiency Alliance
50 Hurt Plaza, Ste. 1250

Atlanta, GA 30303

Email(s): jzweig@seealliance.org
Telephone 1:(404)602-9663;

Mandy Mahoney, Vice President

50 Hurt Plaza, NE, Suite 1250

Atlanta, GA 30303

Email(s): mmahoney@seealliance.org
Fax:(770)234-5086; Telephone 1:(404)856-0723;



Southwestern Electric Power Company (SWEPCO)

Bobby S. Gilliam

Wilkinson, Carmody & Gilliam

PO Box 1707

Shreveport, LA 71166

Email(s): bgilliam@wcglawfirm.com
Fax:(318)221-3705; Telephone 1:(318)221-4196;

Jonathan P. McCartney

Wilkinson, Carmody & Gilliam

400 Travis Street

P. O. Box 1707

Shreveport, LA 71166

Email(s): jmccartney@wcglawfirm.com
Fax:(318)221-3705; Telephone 1:(318)221-4196;

The ALEC Cooperatives and ALEC

Kara B. Kantrow

Marionneaux Kantrow, LLC

10101 Siegen Lane

Building 2, Suite A

Baton Rouge, LA 70810

Email(s): kara@mklawla.com
Fax:(225)757-1709; Telephone 1:(225)769-7473;

Kyle C. Marionneaux

Marionneaux Kantrow, LLC

10101 Siegen Lane

Building 2, Suite A

Baton Rouge, LA 70810

Email(s): kyle@mklawla.com
Fax:(225)757-1709; Telephone 1:(225)769-7473;

Intervenor (Pending): CLEAResult

Melissa Culbertson, Policy Manager
CLEAResult

4301 Westbank Dr.

Buliding A - Suite 300

Austin, TX 78746

Email(s): mculbertson@clearesult.com
Telephone 1:(512)583-3751;

Opower, Inc.



Opower, Inc.

Jim Kapsis, Director of Market Development

Opower, Inc.

1515 N. Courthouse Rd.

Suite 8

Arlington, VA 22201

Email(s): jim.kapsis@opower.com

Telephone 1:(703)778-4544; Telephone 1:(703)778-4544;

The Tagos Group, LLC

Betin Bilir Santos, VP, Substainability and Energy Efficiency
The Tagos Group

8 E. Greenway Plaza

Suite 1340

Houston, TX 77046

Email(s): bsantos@tagosgroup.com

Telephone 1:(713)625-7513; Telephone 1:(713)625-7513;

Interested Party:

Anna Lising

Opower

1515 N. Courthouse Rd., 8th Floor
Arlington, VA 22201

Telephone 1:(571)384-1943;

Frank Neelis, Tangipahoa Future Network

47175 Chemekette Rd.

Robert, LA 70455-1719

Email(s): bucktree@bellsouth.net

Telephone 1:(985)543-0705; Telephone 2:(225)223-2222;

25x'25

Brent Bailey

25x'25

107 Cedar Ridge Drive
Canton, MS 39046
Telephone 1:(601)573-4815;

Cadmus



Cadmus

Michelle Lewis

Cadmus

720 SW Washington Street

Suite 400

Portland, OR 97205

Fax:(503)228-3696; Telephone 1:(503)467-7100;

EnSave, Inc.

Craig Metz

EnSave, Inc.

65 Millet Street, Suite 105

Richmond, VT 05477

Fax:(802)434-7011; Telephone 1:(800)732-1399;

Geavista Group

Brian Preston Smith

Geavista Group

4925 GREENVILLE AVE STE 450
Dallas, TX 75206-4051

Telephone 1:(214)302-8130;

Theresa Gross, Director

Geavista Group

4925 GREENVILLE AVE STE 450
Dallas, TX 75206-4051

Telephone 1:(512)900-2150;

Green Coast Enterprises

Jacquelyn Dadakis, Director

Green Coast Enterprises

2705 South Broad Street

New Orleans, LA 70125

Email(s): jackie@greencoastenterprises.com
Telephone 1:(504)281-4372;

Gulf Coast Clean Energy Application Center

Gavin Dillingham

4800 Research Forest Dr.

The Woodlands, TX 77384
Email(s): gdillingham@harc.edu
Telephone 1:(281)364-4060;

Honeywell Smart Grid Solutions



Honeywell Smart Grid Solutions

Kenneth Wareham

Honeywell Smart Grid Solutions

3657 Maguire Boulevard, Suite 100

Orlando, FL. 32803

Fax:(978)560-1485; Telephone 1:(407)406-3921;

Louisiana Department of Natural Resources

Chris Knotts

PO BOX 94396

Baton Rouge, LA 70804-9396
Fax:(225)342-1397; Telephone 1:(225)342-1399;

Patricia Nussbaum

Louisiana Department of Natural Resources, Technology Assessment Division
617 North 3rd Street

Baton Rouge, LA 70804

Email(s): patricia.nussbaum@la.gov

Telephone 1:(225)342-7974; Telephone 1:(225)342-7974;

Louisiana Economic Development

Kyle Zeringue

Louisiana Economic Development

1051 North 3rd Street

Baton Rouge, LA 70802

Email(s): kyle.zeringue@la.gov
Mobile:(225)252-6449; Telephone 1:(225)342-3000;

PosiGen

Elizabeth Galante, Executive Director
PosiGen of Louisiana, LLC

2424 Edenborn Avenue, Suite 550
Metairie, LA 70001

Email(s): egalante@posigen.com
Telephone 1:(504)339-5544;

SEEA

John Sibley, Program Director
241 Pine Street

Atlanta, GA 30308
Telephone 1:(404)816-3126;
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